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DETAILED ACTION 

1. This office action is in response to the amendment filed on October 17, 2005, in which 
claims 1.2,4-6.8-11,13-20 and 22-26 are presented for further examination. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicants arguments filed October 17, 2005 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. (See examiner' s remark). 

Remark 

3. Applicant asserted that Benitez does not teach or suggest defining a fuzzy relationship 
between entities within a multimedia sequence, deriving a confidence value for a fuzzy 
relationship and modifying values to change the confidence of the fuzzy relationship as the 
multimedia sequence progresses. The examiner kindly disagrees with the preceding assertion. 
However, when read and analyzed in the light of the specification, the invention as claimed does 
not support applicants' assertion. Moreover, the claims do not capture the essence of the 
invention as argued in applicants 1 remark page 8. Applicants are reminded that 37 CFR 1 . 1 1 1(b) 
states, a general allegation that the claims define a patentable invention without specifically 
pointing out how the language of the claims patentably distinguishes them from the references 
does not comply with the requirements of this section. The aforementioned assertions, wherein 
the steps of defining a fuzzy relationship between entities within a multimedia sequence, 
deriving a confidence value for a fuzzy relationship and modifying values to change the 
confidence of the fuzzy relationship as the multimedia sequence progresses fail to disclose by 
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Benitez with regard to the claimed invention, was unsupported by objective factual evidence and 
was not found to be substantial evidentiary value. Consequently, Applicant has failed to 
successfully rebut the rejection of the cited claims. It has also been held that Applicant bears the 
burden of explaining why the evidence on which the Examiner relies is insufficient to establish a 
prima facie case or demonstrating that Applicant has provided evidence, which rebuts the prima 
facie case. See In re Rouffet, 149 F.3d 1350, 1355 47 USPQ2d 1453, 1455 (Fed. Cir. 1998). 
Benitez, on the other hand, has shown the recited claimed features Benitez discloses the claimed 
"writing a description scheme containing relations corresponding to relationships between 
entities in a multimedia sequence" (col.2, lines 39-52; col. 10, lines 16-21; colli, lines 2-6; 
col. 18, lines 13-38, Fig. 5); "determining the relations that may be represented by parameters, 
each parameter to define the fuzzy relationships, each parameter having a numerical values 
representing confidence in the corresponding fuzzy relationship" (see fig.2; col.6, lines 46-56); 
and "obtaining a numerical value for the parameter" (col.6, lines 45-52). Benitez provides a 
description definition language (DDL) is the language that allows the creation of new description 
schemes and descriptors. The DDL also allows an extension and modification of existing 
description schemes, wherein DDL has to be able to express spatial, modification of existing 
description schemes in order to allow fast and efficient searching and filtering for material of a 
user's interest (col.2, lines 38-52; col. 18, lines 13-58, table 2, fig.7). This implication disclose the 
use of modifying the numerical values representing the confidence in response to changes in the 
parameter as the multimedia sequence progresses, similarly to the description provided by the 
Applicant's specification page 2, lines 3-7). Therefore, Benitez discloses the invention as 
claimed. 
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Thus, for the above and below reasons, it is believed that the rejection under 35 U.S.C. 
102 provides substantial evidence to support the rationale statement in the above rejection, and 
the rejection under 35 U.S.C. 102 should be sustained. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC§101 

4. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of matter, or any new 
and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the conditions and requirements of this title. 

5. Claims 1-2, 4, 9-1 1 and 13-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed 
invention is directed to non-statutory subject matter, specifically, as directed to an abstract idea. 

Claims 1-2, 4, 9-1 1 and 13-17 in view of MPEP section 2106 IV.B.2. (b) define non- 
statutory processes because they merely manipulate an abstract idea without a claimed limitation 
to a practical application. The language of the claim raises a question as to whether the claim is 
directed merely to an abstract idea that is not tied to a technological art, environment or machine 
which would result in a practical application producing a concrete, useful, and tangible result to 
form the basis of statutory subject matter under 35 U.S.C. 101. The invention, as claimed, is 
directed to the manipulation of an abstract idea with no practical application in the technology 
arts. Thus, the claimed are rejected as being non-statutory. 

The Supreme Court has repeatedly held that abstractions are not patentable. "An idea of 
itself is not patentable". Rubber-Tip Pencil Co. V. Howard , 20 wall. 498, 07. Phenomena of 
nature, though just discovered, mental processes, abstract intellectual concepts are not 
patentable, as they are the basis tolls of scientific and technological work Gottschalk V. Benson, 
175 USPQ 673, 675 (S Ct 1972). It is a common place that laws of nature, physical phenomena, 
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and abstract ideas are not patentable subject matter Parker V. Flook . 197 USPQ 193, 201 (S Ct 
1978). A process that consists solely of the manipulation of an abstract idea is not concrete or 
tangible. See In re Wamerdam, 33 F.3d 1354, 1360, 31 USPQ2d 1754, 1754, 1759 (Fed. Cir. 
1994). See also Schrader, 22 F.3d at 295, 30 USPQ2d at 1459. 

Claims 1 and 9 represent an abstract idea, which do not provide a practical application in 
the technological arts. There is no manipulation of data nor there is any transformation of data 
from one state to another being performed in "A computerized method" in claims 1 and 9. 
Actually, no post computer process activity is found in the technological arts. The computerized 
method is not a physical transformation. Thus, no physical transformation is performed, no 
practical application is found in the claims. Such managing data as claimed can be done in a 
piece of paper, where one having ordinary skill in the art would produce a random number a data 
record and compare that random number with the previously random number in the sheet. Also, 
the claims do not appear to correspond to a specific machine or manufacture disclosed within the 
specification and thus encompass any product of the class configured in any manner to perform 
the underlying process, and are thus rejected as being directed. Claims 1 and 9 are not tangibly 
embodied in a manner so as to be executable as the only hardware is in an intended use 
statement. Claims 1 and 9 is only a software program is loaded to a computer. Therefore, claims 
1 and 9 are directed to an abstract idea that is not tied to a technological art, environment or 
machine which would result in a practical application producing a concrete, useful, and tangible 
result to form the basis of statutory subject matter under 35 U.S.C. 101 . Applicant is advised to 
amend the claims by specifying the claim being directed to a practical application and producing 
a tangible result being executed by a general-purpose computer in order to correct the above 
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indicated deficiencies. 

The dependent claims 2, 4, 10-1 1 and 13-17 are rejected for fully incorporating the errors 
of their respective base claims by dependency. Thus, claims 2, 4, 10-1 1 and 13-17 are merely 
abstract idea and are being processed without any links to a practical result in the technology arts 
and without computer manipulation. They are not tangibly embodied in a manner so as to be 
executable as the only hardware is in an intended use statement. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

6. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S. C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in a patent granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United 
States before the invention thereof by the applicant for patent, or on an international application by another who 
has fulfilled the requirements of paragraphs (1), (2), and (4) of section 371(c) of this title before the invention 
thereof by the applicant for patent. 

The changes made to 35 U.S.C. 102(e) by the American Inventors Protection Act of 1999 
(AIPA) and the Intellectual Property and High Technology Technical Amendments Act of 2002 
do not apply when the reference is a U.S. patent resulting directly or indirectly from an 
international application filed before November 29, 2000. Therefore, the prior art date of the 
reference is determined under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) prior to the amendment by the AIPA (pre-AIPA 
35 U.S.C. 102(e)). 

7. Claims 1, 2, 4-6, 8-1 1, 13-15, 17-20, 22-24 and 26 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as 
being anticipated by Benitez et al., (hereinafter "Benitez") US Patent no. 6,847,980. 
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As to claims 1 and 5, Benitez discloses the claimed "writing a description scheme 
containing relations corresponding to relationships between entities in a multimedia sequence" 
(col.2, lines 39-52; col.10, lines 16-21; colli, lines 2-6; col.18, lines 13-38, Fig.5); "determining 
the relations that may be represented by parameters, each parameter to define the fuzzy 
relationships, each parameter having a numerical values representing confidence in the 
corresponding fuzzy relationship" (see fig.2; col.6, lines 46-56); and "obtaining a numerical 
value for the parameter" (col.6, lines 45-52). Benitez provides a description definition language 
(DDL) is the language that allows the creation of new description schemes and descriptors. The 
DDL also allows an extension and modification of existing description schemes, wherein DDL 
has to be able to express spatial, modification of existing description schemes in order to allow 
fast and efficient searching and filtering for material of a user's interest (col.2, lines 38-52; 
col.18, lines 13-58, table 2, fig.7). This implication disclose the use of modifying the numerical 
values representing the confidence in response to changes in the parameter as the multimedia 
sequence progresses, similarly to the description provided by the Applicant's specification page 
2, lines 3-7). 

As to claim 2 and 6, Benitez discloses the claimed "combining an MPEG7 state DS with an 
additional field in a GraphType DS" (col.2, lines 39-52). 

As to claims 4 and 8, Benitez discloses the claimed "running, by a user, a query based on 
membership of an entity in one in the relation"(col. 1 1, lines 53-col. 12, line 26; col. 16, lines 32- 
45; col.23, lines 58-col.24, line 27). 
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As to claims 9 and 18, Benitez discloses the claimed "deriving a confidence value for the 
fuzzy relation from a parameter associated with one of the description schemes, the confidence 
value representing a degree to which the fuzzy relation is a member of a subset of relations 
among the description schemes" (col.2, lines 39-52; col. 10, lines 16-21; coll 1, lines 2-6; col. 12, 
lines 27-48; col. 18, lines 13-38; col.24, lines 30-53; col.30, lines 40-65; tables 1-2). Benitez 
provides a description definition language (DDL) is the language that allows the creation of new 
description schemes and descriptors. The DDL also allows an extension and modification of 
existing description schemes, wherein DDL has to be able to express spatial, modification of 
existing description schemes in order to allow fast and efficient searching and filtering for 
material of a user's interest (col.2, lines 38-52; col. 18, lines 13-58, table 2, fig.7). This 
implication disclose the use of modifying the numerical values representing the confidence in 
response to changes in the parameter as the multimedia sequence progresses, similarly to the 
description provided by the Applicant's specification page 2, lines 3-7). 

As to claims 10 and 19, Benitez discloses the claimed "wherein the parameter is an attribute 
value" (col.2, lines 39-52; col.10, lines 16-21; col.l 1, lines 2-6; col.12, lines 27-48; col.18, lines 
13-38; col.24, lines 30-53; col.30, lines 40-65; tables 1-2). 

As to claims 1 1 and 20, Benitez discloses the claimed "derived from a set of parameters 
associated with the description schemes" (col.2, lines 39-52; col.10, lines 16-21; col. 11, lines 2- 
6; col.12, lines 27-48; col.18, lines 13-38; col.24, lines 30-53; col.30, lines 40-65; tables 1-2). 
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As to claims 13 and 22, Benitez discloses the claimed "wherein the description schemes 
represent entities in the multimedia sequence, the fuzzy relation represents a relationship 
between the entities, and the confidence value represents a state of the relationship" (col. 2, lines 
39-52; collO, lines 16-21; colli, lines 2-6; col.12, lines 27-48; col.18, lines 13-38; col.24, lines 
30-53; col.30, lines 40-65; tables 1-2). 

As to claims 14 and 23, Benitez discloses the claimed "wherein the state of the relationship is 
described by a state description scheme that specifies the parameter" (col.2, lines 39-52; col. 10, 
lines 16-21; colli, lines 2-6; col 12, lines 27-48; col.18, lines 13-38; col.24, lines 30-53; col.30, 
lines 40-65; tables 1-2). 

As to claims 15 and 24, Benitez discloses the claimed "associating the description schemes with 
a set of vertices in a graph and the subset of relations with a set of edges among the set of 
vertices" (col.2, lines 39-52; collO, Ikies 16-21; colli, lines 2-6; col.12, lines 27-48; col.18, 
lines 13-38; col.24, lines 30-53; col.30, lines 40-65; tables 1-2); and "calculating the confidence 
value of the fuzzy relation using a membership function based on graph mapping" (col.2, lines 
39-52; col 10, lines 16-21; colli, lines 2-6; col 12, lines 27-48; col.18, lines 13-38; col.24, lines 
30-53; col.30, lines 40-65; tables 1-2). 

As to claims 17 and 26, Benitez discloses the claimed "writing the graph without the edge 
representing the fuzzy relation if the confidence value is zero" (col.2, lines 39-52; col 10, lines 
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16-21; colli, lines 2-6; col.12, lines 27-48; col.18, lines 13-38; col.24, lines 30-53; col.30, lines 
40-65; tables 1-2). 

Allowable Subject Matter 

8. Claims 16 and 25 would be allowable if rewritten or amended to overcome the 
rejection(s) under 35 U.S.C. 101, set forth in this Office action. 

Conclusion 

9. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1. 136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1. 136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jean M. Corrielus whose telephone number is (571) 272-4032. 
The examiner can normally be reached on 10 hours shift. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Breene can be reached on (571) 272-4107. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-2 17-9TSI7 (toll-free). 



Jean M Korrielus 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 2162 




January 2, 2006 



